Experts:
explained why the likelihood-ratio framework is the logically correct framework for the evaluation of evidence "not logical to adopt the position that the Bayesian or likelihood ratio approach could be used in some areas, but not in others"
Court:
"We do not agree with the observations of the Regulator that a similar approach is justified in all areas of forensic expertise. Each area requires a separate analysis because of the differences that there are in the nature of the underlying data." "outside the field of DNA (and possibly other areas where there is a firm statistical base), this court has made it clear that Bayes theorem and likelihood ratios should not be used."
"If there were a sufficient database . . . an expert can give an opinion using a statistical database by simply using that database and expressing an opinion by reference to it, without recourse to the type of mathematical formula used in this case or to any form of Bayes theorem." "the fact that there is no reliable statistical basis does not mean a court cannot admit an evaluative opinion. . . . However no likelihood ratios or other mathematical formula should be used in reaching that judgement" prosecutor's fallacy
"In the present case it was expressed as the probability that the Nike trainers owned by the appellant had made the marks discovered at the scene divided by the probability that the Nike trainers had not made the marks." The scope of the ruling This is based on the mistaken belief that it is logical to apply the likelihoodratio framework in some areas of forensic science but not in others
There is nothing to prevent lawyers from making the same arguments with respect to other branches of forensic science
There is nothing to prevent lawyers from making the same arguments in other jurisdictions . . .
5.
Expert witnesses and lawyers know the difference between the assumptions (which will generally be disputed) and the probability laws and calculations (which should be agreed) that determine the conclusions arising from the various assumptions.
Likelihood ratios (or some suitable graphical/verbal equivalent representation) are used as a standard means for stating the value of evidence (individually and in combination). The appeal ruling in is based on a number of misunderstandings about the likelihood-ratio framework and about statistics.
-its arguments and conclusions are fallacious There has been a vociferous response from the forensic-sceince community.
Can forensic acoustics play a leading rôle in the R v T Does the response so far represent the beginning of a new wave of adoption of the likelihood-ratio framework?
new wave of adoption of the likelihood-ratio framework?
